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PER CURI AM

Norma J. Knox proposed to subdivide twenty-four acres of |and
for residential devel opnent. Because el even acres were inside the
city limts of Garden City, Mssouri law required Knox to obtain
Garden City's approval of a subdivision plat. See My. Rev. Stat.
88 89.440-.450. In this § 1983 action, Knox clains that Garden
Cty violated her First Arendnent right to petition the governnent
when it withheld that approval between February 1992, when Knox
first presented a prelimnary plat at a neeting of the Gty's Board
of Al dernmen, and March 1994, when the Board approved her revised
final plat. Following a jury verdict in favor of the Cty, the



district court! denied Knox's notion for new trial. She appeals,
raising two evidentiary issues. W affirm

The HONORABLE DEAN WHI PPLE, United States District Judge for
the Western District of M ssouri.
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On appeal, Knox argues (i) that the district court erred in
allowing the Gty to present evidence contradicting an alleged
adm ssion in its pleadings, and (ii) that the court violated
M ssouri's "nmunicipal parol evidence rule" by allow ng testinony
regarding matters occurring at a Board of Aldernen neeting that
were not recorded in the official mnutes of that neeting. As an
aside, we have searched the record in vain for any authority
supporting Knox's assertion that the First Anmendnent right to
petition the government includes the right to a particular
gover nnment response; at oral argument, counsel for Knox conceded he
has no First Amendnent authority supporting the theory underlying
this lawsuit. From our perspective, this is a dispute involving
muni ci pal | aw and procedure that shoul d never have been brought in
federal court. But in any event, the case has now been tried to a
decision on the nerits. Regarding the issues raised on appeal, we
affirmfor the reasons stated in the district court's May 21, 1996,
Order denying Knox's notion for newtrial. See 8th Cr. Rule 47B.
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